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This is an analysis of a letter from Judge Jim Garrison, published in 
"Freedom," May 1986, page 43. (#1986.67) 

Allegation: Dr. Rome gave the WC a "posthumous psychoanalysis of Lee 

Oswald - a man whom he had never seen." 

Rebuttal: Rome's paper wasn't a psychoanalysis, and never claimed to be. 

In fact, he specifically noted the limitations of his analysis: "In contrast 

to a first hand examination which is indispensable for a psychiatric 
evaluation, one can establish a diagnosis of a specific language disability 
from written productions." (26 WCH 817) 

Allegation: The thrust of Dr. Rome’s evaluation was that Oswald's 

spelling problem was not inconsistent with his having murdered the president 
of the United States." 

Rebuttal: I suppose Garrison is trying to sound ironic. Rome's analysis 

of course did not say anything so silly, as you can see for yourself. 

(CE 3134, i.e. 26 WCH 812-7) 

Rome specified that the dyslexia (and its effect) was "a minor point," 
but he thought it was relevant in the context of the other evidence. 

He concluded that the inferences drawn in Wesley Liebeler's draft chapter 
are justified (26 WCH 817), but his letter itself does not say anything 
about Oswald shooting JFK. 

Allegation: [Rome s analysis] "would appear to have been obtained and 

inserted just prior to the printing deadline in order to mask one of the major 
holes still remaining in the official fiction: Oswald's motivation." 

Rebuttal: Apparently in support of this claim, Garrison quotes a 

Liebeler memo "to the effect that Rome had 'stated his opinion that the 
frustration, which may have resulted from Oswald's reading-spelling 
difficulty, gave an added impetus to his need to prove to the world that he 
was an unrecognized "great man."'" 

Indeed, this is language which Liebeler suggested adding to the Warren 
Report. (His memo, quoted by Garrison with trivial but unindicated changes, 
is reprinted at 11 HSCA 239.) 

However , this part of Liebeler ' s suggestion was rejected . 

The Warren Report does include some of the comments about Rome's 
observations which Liebeler recommended: "It has been suggested that this 
misspelling of names, apparently on a phonetic basis, was caused by a reading- 
spelling disability from which Oswald appeared to suffer. Other evidence of 
the existence of such a disability is provided by the many other misspellings 
that appear in Oswald's writings, portions of which are quoted below." 

(WR 383, at note 96) 

This is fairly well buried in a section entitled "Return to New Orleans 
and Joining the Marine Corps," in the chapter on Oswald's "Background and 
Possible Motives. 3 ' In the brief WR summary of Oswald's motives (pp. 423-4), 
his dyslexia-induced frustration is not mentioned. 

That's no way to mask a major hole in the official fiction. 

There is no reference to Dr. Rome in the Meagher index to the Warren 
Commission volumes, other than to CE 3134. 

Allegation: By September 1964, as the Warren Commission was wrapping up 

its package in time for publication during Lyndon Johnson's campaign for re- 

election, [Dr. Rome was a senior consultant at the Mayo Clinic] [Rome's 

analysis] was one of the last exhibits filed and would appear to have been 
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obtained and inserted just prior to the printing deadline...." 

Rebuttal: This is a misleading account of the chronology. The Rome 

report was dated September 8 and received by September 15 (the date of the 
Liebeler memo about it). The WR was dated, and presented to LB J , on September 
24. Important material was added later than the dyslexia sentences - for 
example, a reference to information about the Odio visitors obtained by the 
FBI on September 16. (WR 324, at note 744) 

The 26 volumes, which include Rome's report, were not published until 
November 24, a couple of weeks after LBJ's (only) Presidential election 
victory. 

Dr. Rome mentioned that he had talked with Liebeler on July 9, and that 
his letter had been delayed while he was waiting for a copy of the draft of a 
chapter of the WR to review. (26 WCH 812) 

Allegation: Liebeler was called as a HSCA witness "purportedly as part 

of the committee s inquiry into the Warren Commission operation." 

Rebuttal: For what other purpose does Garrison think he was called? To 

get into the record his own memo, which was a public document? To get into 

record Rome s views, which were in the 26 volumes? To give his own views 
on Oswald's motivation? 

In fact, Liebeler' s testimony was about the operation of the Warren 
Commission (11 HSCA 209-261). 

Allegation: "During the course of his testimony, he [Liebeler] was 

allowed to introduce as evidence a copy of his memorandum to the effect that 

Rome had 'stated his opinion that the frustration (Quote continued 

above . ) 

Rebuttal: The memo in question was introduced by HSCA Counsel Gary 

Cornwell. (11 HSCA 234) I see no reason to suspect that the various memos 
discussed in this testimony were selected by Liebeler rather than by the HSCA. 

I think the only discussion of Oswald's motivation in the testimony (as 
opposed to in the memos which were introduced) came in response to a question 
from Rep. Preyer about the WC's reportedly selective use of information from a 
long discussion on July 9 between WC people and some psychiatrists and 
psychologists (including Rome), and the fact that the transcript was not 
published. (See 11 HSCA 257; the transcript, about 250 pages, is available at 
the Archives, as Entry 46.) 

Far from pushing a psychiatric explanation of Oswald, Liebeler responded 
to Rep. Preyer 's question by saying "I think that some people at the time 
thought we were getting a little too far into this business of trying to 
psychoanalyze a man who none of us had even seen. In the 13 years that have 
passed since that time I think that too now." 

Liebeler mentioned that he had gone through that memo and one other, to 
see if his suggestions were adopted, and said that "for the most part the 
recommendations made in these memos are reflected in the final report." (11 
HSCA 246) He apparently did not consider the sentence he proposed about 
Rome's opinion, which was not used, to be very important. 

Allegation: The emergence of Rome's views before the WC and then the 

HSCA "to renew the artful discreditation of the scapegoat raise a variety of 
interesting questions." 

Rebuttal: In fact, the only indexed references to Dr. Rome in the HSCA 

volumes are to Liebeler' s testimony - to the memo itself and to the one- 
sentence description when it was introduced. (11 HSCA 234, 239) If the HSCA 
report paid any significant attention to Oswald's mental state, it has escaped 
my attention. 

If the HSCA wanted to use Liebeler and/or Rome for its artful 
discreditation, why didn't they take Liebeler's testimony in a public hearing, 
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rather than in executive session? 


Allegation: "... Dr. Rome might have been functioning all along 

primarily as an agency 'asset.'" 

Rebuttal: Is there any support for the idea that the CIA was pushing the 

idea that Oswald was a dyslexic loner? That is, was that approach favored by 
the CIA more than by, say, the Warren Commission on its own? Was it favored 
by the CIA more than, say, the idea that Oswald was a KGB or Castro agent? 

Rome's Mayo Clinic letterhead includes one Dr. Neal E. Krupp. Perhaps we 
should get Mae to check him out too. 

Allegation: "One cannot ignore the fact that it is just possible that 

Dr. Rome might have been functioning all along primarily as an agency 
'asset . ' " 

Rebuttal: "One cannot ignore the fact that it is just possible that 

Judge Garrison might have been functioning all along primarily as an agent of 
the government of Mars." 

Well, I only said "just possible." And can one ever ignore facts? 

What is the "fact" in Garrison's sentence? A possibility. 

Even if he had said "one cannot ignore the possibility..." - yes, I think 
I can. 

Allegations: There is an "enormous proliferation" of CIA assets 

"throughout the United States"; it was made possible by "special legislation 
[which] makes the CIA free from accountability for the money it spends"; it is 
"the single most dangerous part of the agency's domestic operation"; it is in 
fact "far and away the single most dangerous part"; CIA clandestine assets 
"will do anything and help destroy anyone for a share of the CIA's 
cornucopia . " 

Rebuttal: Maybe so, maybe not. Does the truth of these allegations 

matter in evaluating the quality of Garrison's analysis and understanding of 
the Rome matter, or of the rest of the JFK case? 

Allegation: "To give but one example, consider how successful the media 

and 'journalistic author' assets have been in giving life to the two remaining 
scapegoats [i.e., now that Oswald is not available as a scapegoat?] in the JFK 
assassination - Fidel Castro and organized crime." 

Rebuttal: This is where our little exercise touches on real issues. 

Let's look at this sentence closely. Work on the rebuttals yourself. 

Implied allegation: Tony Summers is a CIA asset. (That is why he wrote 

a book suggesting that David Phillips and other CIA people might have been 
involved in the assassination.) 

Implied allegation: Theories of Castro or Mafia involvement would lack 

life if it were not for the efforts of the media and CIA assets. 

Implied allegations: Castro was not involved in the assassination. The 

Mafia was not involved in the assassination. 

These last two implications involve difficult question which deserve 
careful analysis. As Sylvia Meagher wrote in June 1967, "In advocating a new 
investigation, I do not have in mind the inquiry in progress in New 
Orleans.... [As] the Garrison investigation continued to unfold, it gave 
cause for increasingly serious misgivings about the validity of his evidence, 
the credibility of his witnesses, and the scrupulousness of his methods. The 
fact that many critics of the Warren Report have remained passionate advocates 
of the Garrison investigation, even condoning tactics which they might not 
condone on the part of others, is a matter for regret and disappointment." 
(Accessories, pp. 456-7) 

(#1986.68) 
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